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Art Unit: 2624 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's response to the last office action, filed May1 1 , 2007 has been entered 
and made of record. 

2. In view of the Applicant amendments, the drawings objections are expressly 
withdrawn. 

3. In view of the Applicant amendments, the objection to the specification is 
expressly withdrawn. 

4. In view of the Applicant amendments, the objection to the claim 8 and claims 
1,6,9, and 15 is expressly withdrawn. 

Remarks 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been fully considered, 
but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding the rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C 102: 

a. Regarding claims 1 and 11, the Applicant argues that the image retoucher 100 
does not require nor describe a block classification part as claimed by the Applicant. 

However, in response to applicant's arguments, Examiner would like to point out 
that claim language is given its broadest reasonable interpretation. In the instant case, 
first, Simard et al. clearly disclose the receiving of binary mask indicating whether each 
pixel of the image input belongs in the foreground or background (column 6, line 21-23), 
which has clearly the same function as the block classification for classifying the input 
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image into character blocks (foreground) and background blocks. Second , the system of 
Simard et al. is read the broad claim language calls for "classifying the pixels, whether 
belongs to the foreground or background", because the language does not specify any 
detail how to classify the input image. That any method or system for separating the 
pixels (input image) into foreground and background image could be read the broad 
claim. 

b. Applicant argues that there is no disclosure or description of the extraction of 
an image, nor the extraction of an image as found relative to the boundary, such an 
image determined character region. 

However, in response to applicant's arguments, in the instant case, Simard et al. 
clearly disclose that the image retoucher 100 is adapted to detect a spurious boundary 
(column 6, line 23-24), (the word detecting is read as extracting), (See the Merrrian- 
Webster online search for the synonym of the boundary, www-m-w.com). 

c. Applicant argues that there is no extension of the extracted region to the size 
of the input image as claimed by the Applicant. However, in response to applicant's 
arguments, the system of Simard et al. is read the broad claim language calls for 
"extension of the extracted region to the size of the input image", because the language 
does not specify any detail how to extend the extracted image of the character region to 
the size of the input image; that any method or system for extending the detected image 
could be read the broad claim. Furthermore, Simard et al. clearly disclose that the 
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image retoucher includes an image extender (column 6, line 16; and column 6, line 50- 
55). 

d. Applicant argues that section 102 (b) rejection is improper regarding the claims 
1 and 11. The rejection under 35 U.S.C 102 (b) has been withdrawn. However the 
claims 1 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102 (e) instead of 102 (b). 

Regarding rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C 103: 

a. Regarding claims 2 and 12, the Applicant argues that there is no disclosure or 
suggestion of the selective filling of blocks with pixels having first and second brightness 
values. More specifically, there "is no disclosure or suggestion of filling the character 
blocks with pixels "converted to have the" first brightness value and filling the 
background blocks with pixels "converted to have the" second brightness value, as 
claimed by the Applicants in claims 2 and 12 as amended. 

However, in response to applicant's arguments, in the instant case Hirabayashi 
et al. clearly disclose the filling of blocks with pixels having first and second brightness 
values (column 5, line 55-60). Concerning the amendment to the claims 2 and 12 
"converted to have the first brightness value " and "converted to have the second 
brightness value", Simard et al. clearly disclose that the input image could be a 
document image such as: binary, RGB, and YUV (column 6, line 18-20). The system of 
Simard et al. is read the broad claim language, because the language does not specify 
any detail how to convert the pixels to have the first brightness and the second 
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brightness value. That any method or system where the input image having RGB and 
YUV pixels at the same time as recited by Simard et al. could be read as the converting 
of pixels from RGB to YUV or from YUV to RGB. 

b. Regarding claims 3 and 13, the Applicant argues that the simard, Viscito and 
Hirabayashi references do not disclose or reasonably suggest, alone or in combination, 
each element as claimed by the Applicant in claims 2 and 12 as amended, from which 
claims 3 and 13 depend. 

However, in response to applicant's arguments Simard et al. clearly disclose that input 
image could be an RGB and YUV representation of the documents (column 6, line 18- 
20), which could be read as the converting of pixels from RGB to YUV or from YUV to 
the RGB. 

c. Regarding claims 4 and 14, the Applicant argues that there is no disclosure or 
suggestion in either Simard reference or the Kodaira reference of the expansion of an 
extracted image to the size of the input image. 

However, in response to applicant's arguments, the system of Simard et al. is read the 
broad claim language calls for "expansion of the extracted region to the size of the input 
image", because the language does not specify any detail how to expand the extracted 
image of the character region to the size of the input image; that any method or system 
for expanding the detected image could be read the broad claim. Furthermore, Simard 
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et al. clearly disclose that the image retoucher includes an image extender (column 6, 
line 16; and column 6, line 50-55). 

d. Regarding claims 5 and 15, the Applicant argues that there is no disclosure or 
suggestion in Simard or the Background of extending the extracted region to the size of 
the input image. However, in response to applicant's arguments, the Examiner point out 
the Applicant to see the Examiner response to the claims 1 and 1 1 . (See the response 
to the Arguments (c)). 

e. Regarding claims 6,8,9,10,16,18,19, and 20, the Applicant argues that there is 
no disclosure or suggestion in the Simard reference of an ROC extension part for the 
expansion of an extracted image to the size of the input, the system of Simard et al. is 
read the broad claim language calls for "extension of the extracted region to the size of 
the input image", because the language does not specify any detail how to extend the 
extracted image of the character region to the size of the input image. That any method 
or system that comprises an extension part for extending the detected image could be 
read the broad claim (as ROC extension part); Furthermore, Simard et al. clearly 
disclose that the image retoucher includes an image extender (column 6, line 16; and 
column 6, line 50-55). 

Furthermore, the Applicant argues that there is no disclosure or suggestion in the 
Simard reference of an ROC extension part for the expansion of the extracted image to 
the size of the input image. And there is no disclosure or suggestion of the extracted 
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image, and in the case of the expanded background or foreground, there is no 
disclosure or suggestion of expansion of the size of an input image. However, in 
response to applicant's arguments, the Examiner would like to point out that claim 
language is given its broadest reasonable interpretation. As mentioned above, Simard 
et al. clearly disclose that the image retoucher includes an image extender (column 6, 
line 16; and column 6, line 50-55). Also, Simard et al. clearly disclose that the image 
retoucher 100 is adapted to detect a spurious boundary (column 6, line 23-24), (the 
word detecting is read as extracting), (See the Merrrian- Webster online search for the 
synonym of the boundary, www-m-w.com). 

Claims 7 and 17 depends from claims 6 and 16, and they are rejected for the 
same reason as described in the last office Action. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action.. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Contact information 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amara Abdi whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1670. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30 Am to 
5:00 PM E.T.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wu Jingge can be reached on (571) 272-7429. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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